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CHAPTER 1 -  INTRODUCTION 

This plan is about transportation choices. If a person in Colorado wants to make a trip, what 
choices are available? What is the current Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) role 
in facilitating or promoting these choices, and what shoulŘ /5h¢Ωǎ role be in the future? CDOT 
wants to encourage strategies to manage the demand placed upon the existing transportation 
network and to maximize the number of people moving and using the transportation network. 
Transportation demand management (TDM) strategies may be applied to commuter, 
recreational, freight, or special event trips. 
 
In 2015, the CDOT 2040 Statewide Transportation 
Plan set forth four broad goals for meeting 
transportation needs statewide over the next 
quarter century (CDOT, 2015a). These goals are to: 

¶ improve safety, 

¶ enhance mobility, 

¶ promote economic vitality, and 

¶ preserve and maintain the existing 
transportation system. 

 

The mobility goal includes the need to improve 
operational efficiencies and the need to look for 
opportunities to provide more mobility choices 
and connections in future projects. 
 
The need for transportation choices and the 
viability of certain choices depends on the number 
of people that could be served. Large 
concentrations of people and traffic are found 
along ColoradƻΩǎ LƴǘŜǊǎǘŀǘŜ нр CǊƻƴǘ wŀƴƎŜ 
Corridor, from Colorado Springs through Denver 
and on to Fort Collins/Greeley/Loveland. Heavy 
traffic also occurs on I-70 between the Denver 
area and the mountain communities of Colorado 
Ski Country. These areas are evident on the 
accompanying Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) map (Figure 1) of current congestion on 
the National Highway System. 
 
What happens to the Colorado congestion map 
ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ 
demand increase 50 percent by 2040, as projected 
in the 2040 Statewide Transportation Plan? For 
every two people traveling in Colorado today, 

Figure 1. 

2011 Recurring Peak Period Congestion on 

National Highway System Routes in Colorado 

 
Green = uncongested; orange = congested; 
red = highly congested 
 

Figure 2. 

2040 Recurring Peak Period Congestion on 

National Highway System Routes in Colorado 

 
(FHWA, 2015) 
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imagine a third in the future. Figure 2, FHWAΩǎ ǇŜŀƪ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ map for 2040, shows that 
congestion on NHS routes is expected congestion to worsen dramatically. A recent CDOT 
publication indicates that Colorado has a roadway άǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘǎ ǘƻ 
fully maintain. We have learned ς we cannot just build our way out of congestionέ (CDOT, 
2015b). CDOT has reported projected revenues of $21.1 billion for 2016 to 2040, but identified 
needs of $46.0 billion, thus reflecting a shortfall of $24.9 billion (CDOT, 2015a). A January 2017 
report by the U.S. Department of Transportation reported a $926 billion infrastructure 
investment need nationally (USDOT, 2017a). 
 

A. What is TDM? 
An important strategy ŦƻǊ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ /ƻƭƻǊŀŘƻΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ needs is to get more efficient use 
out of existing transportation facilities. Decades ago, a somewhat cumbersome term was 
coined to describe this approach ς Transportation Demand Management, or TDM. A TDM plan 
adopted in 2012 by the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) explained TDM as 
follows (note: underlining added for emphasis): 
 

 ά¢ǊŀǾŜƭ 5ŜƳŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΧ ƛǎ ŀ ƪŜȅ ǘƻƻƭ ǘƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΧ ǿƘƛƭŜ 
reducing single-occupant vehicle (SOV) travel by eliminating or shortening trips, 
changing the mode of travel, or changing the time of day a trip is made. It includes 
actions that increase transportation system efficiency through the promotion and 
facilitation of alternative modes of travel such as, but not limited to, carpooling, 
vanpooling, transit, bicycling and walking. TDM strategies also include employer-based 
programs such as alternative work schedules, which can shift demand away from peak 
travel times, and telework, which can reduce the necessity for trips and reduce 
demand on the ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦέ (DRCOG, 2012a) 

 
TDM strategies are not new. During World War II gasoline rationing, the U.S. government 
encouraged citizens to save fuel by joining a άŎŀǊ ŎƭǳōέΦ During the 1970s, many regional 
carpool matching agencies began operations in response to the 1973 OPEC (Organization of 
Petroleum Exporting States) ƻƛƭ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǎƘƻŎƪ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀƛǊ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ 
as mandated by the 1970 Clean Air Act and 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments. Historically high 
carpooling rates of about 20 percent for commuting trips were recorded in 1980, after the 
second OPEC oil price shock. Carpool rates have been declining ever since. Today, only about 10 
percent of U.S. commuters carpool. 
 
CDOT developed a TDM Toolkit in 2002 (CDOT, 2002a), and a related report called 
Transportation Demand Management & Corridor Projects (CDOT, 2002b). The strategies 
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identified in those reports remain valid today, but recent technological advances are rapidly 
changing the TDM landscape. FHWA noted in its own 2012 TDM Desk Reference that, 
 

ά²ƘƛƭŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ¢5a ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǊƛŘŜǎƘŀǊƛƴƎΣ ǾŀƴǇƻƻƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǘŜƭŜŎƻƳƳǳǘƛƴƎ 
programs are still vital and serve large sections of the population, new opportunities to 
manage travel demand have emerged in recent years with the advent of technology (and 
more importantly connectivity) to the transportation arena. Personal technology and 
communication advances show promise in making personal travel decisions more 
dynamic and fluidΦέ (FHWA, 2012a) 
 

¢ƻŘŀȅΩǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŎŜƭƭ ǇƘƻƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ 
transportation choices is exciting, and another 
revolutionary change looms large in the foreseeable 
future. Many motor vehicles today already have 
various technologies such as cruise control, crash 
avoidance or parking assistance. Vehicle makers 
ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŀǊŜ ǊŀŎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ άŘǊƛǾŜǊƭŜǎǎ 
ŎŀǊǎέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ Cǳƭƭȅ ŀǳǘƻƳŀǘŜŘ and connected 
vehicles could operate closer to one another with 
improved safety and thus a given amount of roadway 
space could serve greater vehicle throughput. Such 
vehicles would also improve mobility for people who 
are unable to drive. 
 
Automated and connected vehicle technology 
promises to reduce crashes, which are a major cause 
of congestion. It would also reduce driver stress and 
enable the user to tend to other tasks instead of 
driving. The change will not be instantaneous. There 
will be a transition phase when some vehicles are 
automated and some are not. 
 
Demographic change also is influencing the need for 
future transportation choices. The Baby Boom 
generation (1946 to 1964) after World War II grew 
up with the opening of the Interstate Highway 
system and long enjoyed high levels of automobile 
availability. This age group is now beginning to enter 
into retirement years. Although their work commute 
trips will decline, this generation is likely to demand 
a high level of mobility in their older years. 
 
Some recent transportation literature suggests that the Millennial generation (born between 
1983 and 2000) drives less than the Baby Boomers (USPIRG, 2013, 2014). This is reflected in 

FHWA Guidance: 
CI²!Ω{ нлмн TDM Desk Reference 
defines Transportation Demand 
aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ άŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ 
aimed at maximizing traveler 
ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎΦέ !ǎ ŀƴ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ 
more lane-miles, TDM strategies seek 
to get improved efficiency out of 
existing transportation infrastructure. 
(FHWA, 2012a) 
 
¢ƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ Mitigating 
Traffic Congestion (The Role of 
Demand-Side Strategies) indicates 
ǘƘŀǘΣ άώLƴϐ ǘƘŜ нмǎǘ /ŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ strategies 
to manage demand will be more 
critical to better transportation 
operations and system performance 
than strategies to increase capacity 
όǎǳǇǇƭȅύ ƻŦ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΦέ  (FHWA, 2004) 
 
The latter report adds that, 
άaŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ нмǎǘ 
Century goes beyond just 
encouraging travelers to change their 
travel mode from driving alone to a 
carpool, vanpool, public transit 
vehicle, or other alternative. 
Managing travel demand today is 
about providing travelers, regardless 
of whether they drive alone or not, 
with informed choices of travel route, 
time, and location ς not just travel 
ƳƻŘŜΦέ 
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current regional transportation plans, such as the DRCOG 2040 Metro Vision Transportation 
Plan (DRCOG, 2015a), which indicates that regional vehicle miles of travel (VMT) per capita 
historically grew between 1970 and 2000, but has recently slowedΦ 5w/hDΩǎ 2016 Annual 
Report on Traffic Congestion in the Denver Region (DRCOG, 2017a) indicates that VMT per 
capita increased from 2000 to 2006, then decreased until 2013, and has increased again from 
2013 to 2016, to almost 25 miles per person per day. A major national recession that began in 
2008 may have influenced these findings. Also, if Millennials are delaying their child-raising 
years, perhaps their VMT will increase in the near future. In any event, due to continued 
population growth, total travel demand will continue to increase in the coming decades, both in 
the Denver region and around the state, even if travel per capita does not increase. 
 

B. Population by Region 
aŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢5a ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ /ƻƭƻǊŀŘƻΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ 
metropolitan areas, which are the Denver region (2010 population 2.8 million), Pikes Peak 
region (0.7 million) and North Front Range region (0.5 million). Each of these areas is served by 
a designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) as required under Federal 
transportation regulations. These are: 

¶ Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) 

¶ North Front Range Metropolitan Planning Organization (NFRMPO) 

¶ Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments (PPACG) 

Two other Colorado urban areas exceed 50,000 residents, so they also have an MPO, although 
they have less congestion and less TDM involvement: 

¶ Pueblo Area Council of Governments (PACOG) 

¶ Grand Valley MPO 

(Grand Junction area) 

The rural counties of 
Colorado do not have MPOs 
but instead work 
cooperatively through ten 
Transportation Planning 
Regions (TPRs). These are 
generally named after the 
portion of the state where 
they are located (e.g., 
Southeast, Northwest). 
 
Figure 3 shows the 
boundaries of all 15 planning 
areas (five MPOs and ten 
TPRs) and Table 1 presents 
population data for these 
areas. 

Figure 3. MPO and Transportation Planning Region Boundaries 
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Table 1. Colorado Metropolitan Planning Organizations and Transportation Planning Regions 

Listed in Order of Population 

 Planning Organization 2010 
Population 
In 1,000s 

Largest 
City 

Counties, Number and Names 

M
P

O
s 

Denver Regional Council 
of Governments (DRCOG) 

2,799 Denver 9:  Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, 
Broomfield, Clear Creek, Denver, 
Douglas, Gilpin, Jefferson 

Pikes Peak Area Council 
of Governments (PPACG) 

651 Colorado 
Springs 

2:  El Paso (part), Teller (part) 

North Front Range MPO 489 Fort Collins 2:  Larimer (part), Weld (part) 

Pueblo Area Council of 
Governments (PACOG) 

159 Pueblo 1:  Pueblo 

Grand Valley MPO 147 Grand 
Junction 

1:  Mesa 

T
P

R
s 

Intermountain TPR 161 Glenwood 
Springs 

5:  Eagle, Garfield, Lake, Pitkin, 
Summit 

Gunnison Valley TPR 100 Montrose 6:  Delta, Gunnison, Hinsdale, 
Montrose, Ouray, San Miguel 

Central Front Range TPR 96 Cañon City 5:  Custer, El Paso (part), 
Fremont, Park, Teller (part) 

Upper Front Range TPR 95 Fort 
Morgan 

3:  Larimer (part), Morgan, Weld 
(part) 

Southwest TPR 92 Durango 5:  Archuleta, Dolores, La Plata, 
Montezuma, San Juan 

Eastern TPR 83 Sterling 9:  Cheyenne, Elbert, Kit Carson, 
Lincoln, Logan, Phillips, 
Sedgwick, Washington, Yuma 

San Luis Valley TPR 64 Alamosa 7:  Alamosa, Chafee, Conejos, 
Costilla, Mineral, Rio Grande, 
Saguache 

Northwest TPR 60 Steamboat 
Springs 

4:  Grand, Jackson, Moffatt, Rio 
Blanco, Routt 

Southeast TPR 48 Lamar 6:  Baca, Bent, Crowley, Kiowa, 
Otero, Prowers 

South Central TPR 22 Trinidad 2:  Huerfano, Las Animas 

 
Each of these 15 planning entities periodically updates its regional transportation plan, which 
identifies existing conditions, trends, and transportation needs (MPOs, 2015; TPRs, 2015). 
These plans describe the various TDM modes available in the respective regions. 
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C. Existing Congestion Levels 
A study of congestion in many U.S. cities is conducted periodically by the Texas A&M University 

Texas Transportation Institute (TTI). The study estimates the number of hours of delay due to 

congestion and assigns a dollar cost value to that delay. The 2014 Mobility Scorecard (Texas 

Transportation Institute, 2015) included cities in all five Colorado MPO regions, but none in any 

of the ten TPRs. The results are shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5. (Note: The next TTI Mobility 

Scorecard is expected to be released in 2018.) 

 
Figure 4.  Estimated Annual Delay Due to Congestion, Aggregated by MPO, 2014 
(Millions of hours per year) 

 

Figure 5.  Estimated Annual Cost of Delay Due to Congestion, Aggregated by MPO, 2014  
($ Millions per year) 

 

The TTI results suggest that time and money lost to congestion are highest for the most 
populated metro area, the Denver region, at 98 million hours and $2.2 billion annually in 2014. 
This is almost four times as much as the total for the other four Colorado MPO regions 
combined. Congestion costs in time and money are lower for the other MPOs, generally in 
relation to the regional population of each. Dividing the 
Denver numbers by population yields approximately 35 
annual hours of delay and $800 annual delay cost per 
resident. 
 
All of these figures are estimates dependent on various 
assumptions, so the exact numbers are not important. 
The key message is that congestion is a costly problem and that the magnitude of the problem 
varies by metro area. aƻǎǘ ƻŦ /ƻƭƻǊŀŘƻΩǎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ŜƴǾŜǊ ƳŜǘǊƻ ŀǊŜŀΦ 
 

A 2009 Census Bureau study 
estimated that the average American 

commuter spends 1.2 years 
commuting over his or her lifetime. 

(Census Bureau, 2009) 
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D. Transportation Mode Use by Region 
Year 2015 Census Bureau estimates of transportation mode from the American Community 

Survey (ACS) are also shown in Figure 6. Colorado has an estimated 2.6 million workers, of 

whom about 1.5 million are in the Denver metro area. The Denver metro area accounts for 

more than half the statewide workers, and also more than half the use for every transportation 

mode. Figure 6 omits the 75 percent of state residents who commute by driving alone, and 

focuses on showing use of all other transportation modes. In every region of the state, 

carpooling is the most-used alternative to driving alone, and working at home is the second 

most-used alternative. 

 

In Figure 6, the regions are ordered not by residential population by instead by the number of 

estimated commuters in the region.  

These ACS estimates from the Census Bureau differ from other reported results in Colorado 

regional transportation plans and from a Front Range Travel Survey done in 2010. However, the 

ACS data cover all geographic areas of interest and were prepared in a uniform manner, thus 

offering comparability. Unfortunately, the ACS estimates are far from perfect. For example, ACS 

data indicate that 274 persons in Colorado commuted by ferryboat, including 106 persons in 

the Denver metro area. The correct numbers for ferryboat use throughout Colorado should 

probably be zero. The exact numbers for alternative mode use are not as important as the 

relative mode use within a region and the differences between regions. 

Figure 6.  Commuter Transportation Use Other than Driving Alone, by Region (2015 ACS Data) 
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Tables 2 and 3 present the numbers that are charted in the preceding figure. 

Table 2.  Metro Area Estimated Transportation Mode of Commuter Trips, 2015, in Percent 

Place Drive 
Alone 

Carpool  
2 to 4 

persons 

Work 
at 

Home 

Transit Walk Bike Other: 
taxi, 

motorcycle 

Vanpool 
>= 5 

people 

National Total* 76.4 9.0 4.4 5.1 2.8 0.6 1.3 0.4 

Colorado Total*  75.3 9.1 6.7 3.2 3.0 1.3 1.1 0.4 

Denver metro 75.1 8.3 7.0 4.5 2.5 1.2 1.0 0.3 

Colorado Springs 
metro 

78.0 9.9 5.8 0.8 3.6 0.5 1.2 0.4 

N. Front Range 76.3 8.9 6.6 1.0 2.5 3.0 1.2 0.3 

Pueblo metro 79.9 11.5 3.0 0.7 2.7 0.5 0.7 0.7 

Grand Junction 78.1 10.0 5.1 0.5 2.9 1.2 1.7 0.4 

Selected locales within the Denver region: 

Denver city 70.3 8.2 6.5 6.8 4.5 2.3 1.0 0.3 

Boulder city 52.5 5.0 11.7 8.4 10.6 10.4 1.3 0.2 

(Census Bureau, 2016) 

Downtown 
Denver 

38.5         5.2 2.2 40.6 5.6 6.5 1.2 0.2 

(Downtown Denver Partnership, 2015) 

* National and State total include both urban and rural areas, and thus are not comparable to 
the rest of the percentages in this table of metropolitan areas. 
 
Table 3.  TPR Estimated Transportation Mode of Commuter Trips, 2015, in Percent 

Transportation 
Planning 
Region 

Drive 
Alone 

Carpool  
2 to 4 

persons 

Work 
at 

Home 

Transit Walk Bike Other: 
taxi, 

motorcycle 

Vanpool 
>= 5 

people 

Intermountain 68.3 9.9 7.3 6.2 4.7 2.0 0.7 0.7 

Gunnison 
Valley 

66.5 12.0 6.8 2.3 7.2 2.8 1.4 0.9 

Southwest 71.7 10.4 7.3 1.3 5.3 2.3 1.4 0.3 

Upper Front 
Range 

79.2 10.5 5.2 0.6 2.3 0.6 1.2 0.4 

Eastern 74.6 11.5 8.2 0.4 4.2 0.1 0.8 0.4 

Northwest 68.1 11.0 8.1 1.8 5.8 1.9 0.7 2.6 

San Luis Valley 73.5 10.5 8.1 0.4 4.0 2.7 0.4 0.2 

Southeast 75.2 11.1 6.7 0.5 4.8 0.4 1.2 0.0 

Central Front 
Range 

76.9 10.8 4.9 0.4 3.3 1.1 1.2 0.4 

South Central 72.8 11.2 5.0 1.2 7.9 0.2 1.0 0.6 
(Census Bureau, 2016) 
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Table 2 also contains ACS data for the cities of Denver and Boulder. Added at the end of Table 2 

are results for downtown Denver only, taken from a 2015 survey (Downtown Denver 

Partnership, 2015). This is not ACS data. These results show extremely different commuter 

choices for dense downtown Denver than are characteristic of the rest of the city. 

For example, solo driving in downtown Denver is roughly half the rate found citywide, and the 
40.6 percent rate of transit usage in downtown is totally unlike the rates of one to six percent 
found elsewhere. High parking costs in downtown Denver contribute to this outcome. 
  
Driving alone is the most-chosen means of transportation to work in every metro area and 
every planning region of Colorado. In the tables, the highest drive-alone percentage is found in 
Pueblo (79.9%).  
 

Carpooling is the most-used commuting alternative to driving alone in all 

regions of the state. An estimated 233,000 workers carpool, out of 2.5 million 

workers. Among the urban areas, carpooling is highest in Pueblo (11.5%). 

Carpool rates of 10 to 12 percent are typical in the non-metro transportation 

planning regions. Carpooling is lowest in the cities of Denver (5.2%) and 

Boulder (5.0%), where the transit use is highest. This suggests that people will 

use transit where good service is available, but otherwise must settle for 

carpooling. 

Working at home is the second-most used commuting alternative in every 

region of the state. An estimated 172,000 workers statewide work at home 

on a regular basis, according to the 2015 ACS data. The City of Boulder had 

the highest rate (11.7%) of teleworkers. Rates of 5 to 8 percent were typical 

in non-metro TPRs. 

 In most parts of Colorado, walking to work is the third most-used alternative 

to driving alone, but not in the Denver metro area and the Intermountain 

TPR, where extensive transit options are available. Walking to work accounts 

for 2.5 to 3 percent of work trips in metro areas, and higher percentages in 

the non-metro regions. Highest rates were noted in Boulder and downtown 

Denver. 

Bicycle commuting is most prevalent in the City of Boulder (10.4%) and 

downtown Denver (6.5%). Boulder is home to the University of Colorado 

(32,000 students) and is a very bicycle-oriented community, as discussed later 

in this report. Bicycling commuter rates of 1 to 2 percent are typical in metro 

areas while rates of 2 to 3 percent are typical in non-metro TPRs. 
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Transit includes bus, light rail, commuter rail, and other services. Transit 

accounts for about 40 percent of commuting to downtown Denver, 8.4% of 

commuting in the City of Boulder and 6.2 percent of commuting in the 

Intermountain TPR. Commuting rates of less than one percent are typical in 

most other urban and non-urban areas where transit service is less robust. 

Vanpooling is the least used transportation alternative, accounting for less 

than half of one percent in most Colorado regions. ACS data categorize 

carpools by number of occupants. Persons in a non-transit vehicle with five or 

more occupants are shown as vanpools in Table 2. Formal public vanpool 

programs are available in the Denver, North Front Range and Pikes Peak 

regions. 

 

E. Planning for the Future 
Referring back to the congestion maps in Figure 1 and Figure 2, congestion can be expected to 

increase throughout the state in the future, and particularly in the fastest growing areas. 

Figure 7Σ ŦǊƻƳ /ƻƭƻǊŀŘƻΩǎ Statewide Transportation Plan, indicates a 50 percent expected 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нлмн ŀƴŘ нлплΣ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ рл percent increase in 

vehicle miles traveled between 2014 and 2040. 

Figure 7. Colorado Population and Traffic Growth Outlook 

 
(CDOT, 2017a) 
 

Some Colorado communities have established specific quantitative goals for managing their 

future vehicle use. Examples discussed here are the Denver region, the City of Boulder, and the 

City of Aspen. 

For each two people in 

Colorado today, expect a 

third person in 2040. 

For each two vehicles on 

the road in Colorado 

today, expect a third 

vehicle in 2040. 



January 2018 Draft 11 CDOT Statewide TDM Plan 
 

The DRCOG 2035 Metro Vision Plan sets the following inter-related goals pertaining to 
transportation, greenhouse gas emissions and land use: 
Å Reduce the percent of trips to work by single occupancy vehicles (SOV) to 65 percent by 

2035 
Å Reduce the regional per capita VMT by 10 percent by 2035 
Å Reduce the annual per capita greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector 

by 60 percent by 2035 
Å Urban centers will accommodate 50 percent of new housing and 75 percent of new 

employment between 2005 and 2035 (DRCOG, 2011) 
 

Recall from Table 2 that the percent of SOV (Drive Alone) trips in the Denver Region for 2015 

was approximately 75 percent, so the 65 percent goal would represent a major reduction. The 

greenhouse gas emission goal will not require a 60 percent reduction in driving because Federal 

motor vehicle standards mandated in 2012 call for increasingly cleaner vehicles in the years 

ahead. Concentration of new housing and new jobs in specified urban centers means increased 

development and redevelopment densities, particularly in the vicinity of light rail stations. 

¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ .ƻǳƭŘŜǊΣ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǎƘƻǿƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊ ƛƴ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ ƳƻŘŜ ǳǎŜ όǎŜŜ Table 2, 

presented earlier), desires to take that effort to the next level. The ŎƛǘȅΩǎ 2014 Transportation 

Master Plan calls for major reductions in SOV use by 2035, coupled with increases in the use of 

all alternative modes. These goals are presented in Table 4. In this table, multiple-occupant 

vehicles means carpools and vanpools. Note that Boulder desires a reduction in the multi-

occupant travel percentage by its residents, converting some of this to non-motorized modes. 

Table 4. City of Boulder Transportation Mode Targets for 2035 

 
Travel Mode 

Resident Travel Non-Resident Travel 

Current 2035 Target Current 2035 Target 

Pedestrian 20% 25% 0% 0% 

Bicycle 19% 30% 1% 2% 

Transit 5% 10% 9% 12% 

Drive Alone 36% 20% 80% 60% 

Multi-Occupant 20% 15% 10% 26% 

(City of Boulder, 2014) 
 
Aspen is a premier Colorado skiing destination located approximately 220 miles west of Denver. 
The 1993 Aspen Area Community Plan adopted policies and strategies seeking to limit traffic at 
1993 baseline levels through the year 2015 (which has now passed). Its 2012 Plan update calls 
for continued efforts to reduce peak-hour vehicle trips to below 1993 levels (City of Aspen, 
2012). 
 
!ǎǇŜƴ ǘƻŘŀȅ ƛǎ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ όŀŦǘŜǊ 5ŜƴǾŜǊΩǎ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 
Transportation District), the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority, which is discussed later in 
this report. Aspen also has a free carpool matching service όά/ƻƳƳǳǘŜǊ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘέύ and provides 
free parking permits for carpools. 
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Colorado Springs and Pueblo do not have aggressive mode share targets such as those 
discussed above, but do call for expansion of transportation alternatives. The 2012 Pikes Peak 
Area Council of Governments Sustainability Plan called for doubling transit use in the Colorado 
Springs Area from 1.2 percent to more than 3 percent by the year 2030, noting that a new, 
dedicated funding source would be needed to make this happen (PPACG, 2012). The 2040 Long 
Range Transportation Plan adopted by the Pueblo Area Council of Governments calls for more 
than doubling its facilities available for bicycling from 531 existing miles to 1,243 miles in the 
future (PACOG, 2016). 
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CHAPTER 2 -TDM CORE STRATEGIES 
 
TDM strategies are often associated with commuter trips to work. This is logical because work 
trips are frequent (e.g., five days per week) so they have a large contribution to congestion. 
Since work trips also have a predictable, repetitive trip origin and destination (home and work), 
targeted efforts can be used to provide effective alternatives to driving alone. Accordingly, 
much of this report focuses on TDM measures that address work trips. Other trip types will be 
addressed in Chapter 5 of this report. 
 
/5h¢Ωǎ нллн TDM Toolkit identified a list of TDM core strategies, which are mostly the actual 
transportation modes used to reduce vehicle use, and a list of TDM support strategies, which 
are ways to increase the use of those modes. These are listed below. 
 

Core TDM Strategies 
 
Transit ς Local/Regional 
Intercity Transit 
Vanpools 
Carpools 
Walking 
Bicycling 
Variable Work Hours 
Telecommuting 

TDM Support Strategies 
 
Rideshare Matching 
Guaranteed Ride Home 
Parking Management 
Incentives 
Marketing and Education 
Market-Based Strategies 
Intelligent Transportation Systems 
TDM-Friendly Design Considerations 

(CDOT, 2002) 
 
The core strategies listed above are discussed in this chapter, followed by a discussion of Park-

and-Ride Lots. The TDM support strategies are discussed in Chapter 3. 

A. Transit (Local/ Regional) 
/5h¢Ωǎ Division of Transit and Rail prepared the 2015 Statewide Transit Plan άǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŀ 
framework for creating an integrated statewide transit system that meets the mobility needs of 
Coloradans, while minimizing ŘǳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎƛƴƎ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŦǳƴŘǎΦέ ¢ƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ 
ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƭimited to urban areas ς some form of 
ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΦέ 
 
The Statewide Transit Plan identifies a total of eight urban transit systems in Colorado, as listed 
in Table 5. The largest of these is the Regional Transportation District (RTD) serving the metro 
Denver area, which is funded by a regional one percent sales tax. Sales and use tax provided 
рпΦу҈ ƻŦ w¢5Ωǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜǎ ƛƴ нлмп, while fares provided an additional 12.8% (RTD, 2015). 
 
Most urban transit systems in Colorado do not have a dedicated tax revenue like RTD does. 
Urban transit systems in Colorado Springs and Fort Collins serve about one-thirtieth as many 
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passengers as RTD, and the other urban bus systems in Colorado carry fewer passengers, as 
detailed in Table 5. These are transit agency profile data reported for 2016 (FTA, 2017). 
 
Table 5. Colorado Urban Transit System Data for 2016 

        Urban Transit System Annual Boardings 
In Millions 

Annual Operating 
Costs in $Millions 

Regional Transportation District ς Denver 103                   $521 

TransFort ς Fort Collins 4.1 15 

Mountain Metro ς Colorado Springs 3.4 20 

Pueblo Transit System 0.9 4.7 

Mesa County ς Grand Junction 0.8 3.5 

Greeley-Evans Transit (GET) 
 

0.7 3.8 

VRide, Inc. - Denver 0.2 1.1 

City of Loveland Transit (COLT) 0.1 1.4 

North Front Range MPO 0.1 0.7 

(FTA, 2017) 
 
In 2014, about см ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ w¢5Ωǎ ōƻŀǊŘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ƻƴ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ōǳǎ ǊƻǳǘŜǎΣ нр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻƴ 
light rail, and 14 percent on Free MallRide, Free MetroRide, Call-n-Ride, Access-a-Ride, and 
special event service (RTD, 2015). 
 
On U.S. Highway 36 between Denver and Boulder, RTD also operates bus rapid transit (BRT) 
service called the άCƭŀǘƛǊƻƴ CƭȅŜǊ.έ BRT service is also provided in Fort Collins όάa!·έύ and 
offered between Aspen and Glenwood Springs ό±ŜƭƻŎƛwC¢!έύΦ See Figure 8. 

Figure 8. TransFort MAX Bus Rapid Transit Vehicle on Mason Street in Fort Collins 
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Usage and cost statistics for ColoradoΩǎ rural transit systems are presented below in Table 6. 
The boarding data listed below for rural transit generally are totals for a number of small transit 
systems across a multi-county area. Many of these do not offer fixed route service but are 
demand-responsive. In some cases, users have to call one or more days ahead of time to 
request a ride. 
 
Table 6. Colorado Rural Transit System Data for 2016 

Transportation Planning Region 
 

Regions listed in order of total ridership; 
Providers in each region listed in order of ridership 

Annual 
Boardings 
In Millions 

Annual 
Operating 

Costs in 
$Millions 

Intermountain (8):  Roaring Fork Transportation 
Authority; Summit County; Eagle County RTA; Town of 
Breckenridge; Town of Snowmass Village; City of 
Glenwood Springs; Crested Butte; Garfield County 

          9.2    $57                             

Southwest (7): Town of Mountain Village*; City 
of Durango; Town of Telluride; San Miguel 
County; Southern Ute Community; Montezuma 
Senior Service; Dolores County Senior Services 

3.7 8.6 

Northwest (2): City of Steamboat Springs; City of 
Winter Park 

1.7 5.6 

Gunnison Valley (2): GV Transportation Authority;  
Montrose County Seniors 

0.2 2.3 

Eastern (2): NE Colorado ALG; East Central Council of 
Local Governments 

0.2 
 

1.5 

Central Front Range (3): City of Cripple Creek; Cañon 
City Golden Age Council; Wet Mountain Valley 

0.07 0.7 

Southeast (2): Prowers County; City of La Junta 0.04 0.5 

South Central (1): Huerfano/Las Animas COG 0.03 0.6 

San Luis Valley (1): Neighbor to Neighbor 0.01 0.2 

NON-TRR, Non-ά¦Ǌōŀƴέ (4):  Via Mobility Services 
(Boulder); NFRMPO; Senior Resource Development 
Agency (Pueblo); SeniorsΩ Resource Center (Boulder) 

0.3 6.0 

(FTA, 2017)   *Town of Mountain Village has free gondola transit, 2.8 million annual boardings 
 
The boundaries of the TPRs served by the respective regional planning entities referenced in 
Table 6 were previously presented in Figure 2. The locations of Colorado transit operators, both 
urban and rural, are mapped in Figure 9. 
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A highly unusual rural transit system is the Roaring Fork Transit Authority (RFTA), which 
operates in the Intermountain Transportation Planning Region (TPR). RFTA is the largest rural 
transit system in the U.S., the second largest transit system in Colorado (after RTD), and the 
first rural transit agency to construct and operate a BRT 
system. In operation since 1983, RFTA serves the 
communities of Aspen, Snowmass Village, Pitkin County, 
Basalt, and a portion of Eagle County, Carbondale, 
Glenwood Springs, New Castle, and Rifle. The name of 
the BRT service is VelociRFTA and the logo is a speedy 
velociraptor dinosaur. RFTA routes within Aspen (Pitkin 
County) are fare-free. 
 
Summit Stage, another transit system in the Intermountain TPR, provides fare-free service 
throughout Summit County. Local service in Steamboat Springs (Northwest TPR) is also free. 
Fare-free service encourages transit use, avoids boarding delays and reduces administrative, 
security and accounting needs (but also revenue) for the operator. 
 
Free transit service in mountain ski areas helps to reduce congestion as well as air pollution, 
which could easily be trapped by thermal inversions in mountain valleys. It also responds to the 

Figure 9. Map of Colorado Transit Agencies 

 
(Colorado Association of Transit Agencies, 2017) 
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reality that housing prices in ski resort areas may be unaffordable for ski resort workers who 
necessarily must live somewhere cheaper and commute to the resorts. For example, Census 
data suggest that 87 percent of those who work in the Town of Breckenridge live outside the 
town (Town of Breckenridge, 2016). Free transit service decreases parking demand in mountain 
communities where meeting visitor parking needs is often a challenge. Additionally, free fare 
transit is a way that resort areas cater to tourists. 
 
The City of Lone Tree identified a transit gap not served by the RTD and in 2014 partnered with 
private sector employers to provide weekday circulator service called the Lone Tree Link. This 
free shuttle, with service every ten minutes, connects major employers on Park Meadows Drive 
with the Lone Tree RTD light rail station. The Link consists of four 14-passenger, gasoline-
powered buses. It is estimated that the service served 60,000 boardings in its first year (or 
roughly 250 per day) at a cost of $775,000. Of this, $250,000 was paid by the city, and the 
remainder by the private employers (Denver Post, 2016a; Castle Pines Connection, 2015). In 
2017, the City announced it was teaming with Uber to provide free service anywhere inside City 
limits (KDVR, 2017). 
 
In addition to the transit systems discussed above, human service organizations often provide 
specialized transportation for clients of their programs. There are about 45 such providers in 
the Denver area and a total of 82 in the five urban areas served by MPOs. Examples include Via 
aƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ό.ƻǳƭŘŜǊύΣ {ŜƴƛƻǊǎΩ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ό5ŜƴǾŜǊύΣ {ƛƭǾŜǊ YŜȅ {Ŝƴƛƻr Services (Colorado 
Springs), Senior Resource Development Agency (Pueblo), and Colorado West Mental Health 
(Grand Junction). 
 

B.  Intercity Transit 
Intercity transit serves passengers traveling between cities or metro areas, rather than local 
trips within those areas. The Statewide Transit Plan notes that some transit services that are 
not well suited for commuting purposes, due to their infrequent service. These include both 
Amtrak routes (the California Zephyr and the Southwest Chief) in Colorado, along with existing 
intercity bus services such as Greyhound, Trailways, and Los Paisanos. These services serve 
important trips, but typically not commuting trips. 
 
Intercity Rail Service 
A number of studies have been completed over the years to examine the feasibility of 
passenger rail service along the Colorado Front Range (generally following north-south 
Interstate 25), and between Denver and the mountain ski areas (following I-70 on the map). 
There is considerable public interest and support in these ideas, but lack of funding has typically 
been the obstacle to pursuing these. 
 
I-70 West Mountain Corridor:  /5h¢Ωǎ !ŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ DǳƛŘŜǿŀȅ {ȅǎǘŜƳ ό!D{ύ CŜŀǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ {ǘǳŘȅ ǿŀǎ 
completed in August 2014 and evaluated technology, alignment and funding/financing options 
to determine the technical and financial feasibility of a high-speed transit system for the 120-
mile segment of the I-70 Mountain Corridor from C-470 in Jefferson County to Eagle County 
Regional Airport. Lǘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άAs of 2014, the AGS is not financially feasible. There are no 
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current local/ǎǘŀǘŜκŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ !D{ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ŎƻǎǘǎΦέ ¢ƘƻǎŜ 
capital costs were estimated at $13.3 to $16.5 billion (CDOT, 2014b). 
 
I-25 Corridor, Denver to Fort Collins:  ¢ƘŜ tǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ /5h¢Ωǎ нллм North I-25 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) included commuter rail service with nine stations 
connecting Fort Collins to downtown Denver. The Record of Decision for this FEIS identifies the 
need for $26.2 million to preserve right-of-way for future commuter rail (CDOT, 2011).The 2014 
CDOT Interregional Connectivity Study estimated the cost of high-speed rail connecting these 
communities to be $2.5 billion (CDOT, 2014c). 
 
I-25 Corridor, Fort Collins to Pueblo: 
The 2014 CDOT Interregional Connectivity Study (ICS) evaluated alignment alternatives for 
implementing high-speed passenger rail service between Fort Collins and Pueblo, connecting 
major cities along the I-25 corridor. The study recommended an Initial Operating Segment (IOS) 
from Fort Collins to Briargate. This alignment bypassed downtown Denver but provided service 
to Denver International Airport. A subsequent analysis, the ICS Interoperability Report (2017) 
documented preferred alternatives, explored interoperability issues, and identified rail 
technologies to provide better access to downtown Denver. This report resulted in three final 
alternatives, with capital costs ranging from $9.7 to $11.5 billion. 
 
Current Efforts - Front Range Passenger Rail: 
In 2017, the Colorado General Assembly established the Southwest Chief and Front Range 
Passenger Rail Commission. One of the key directives is to facilitate the development and 
operation of a Front Range passenger rail system that provides passenger rail service in and 
along the I-25 corridor. The Commission submitted a phased plan which includes: 1) definition 
of a service vision; 2) formation of a governing authority; 3) a federal project development 
process; and 4) final design and construction. The anticipated timeframe for project completion 
is 15 years. 
 
Intercity Bus Service 
Existing intercity bus services in Colorado are shown in Figure 10, taken from the Statewide 
Transit Plan. 
 
The one intercity transit service that is designed to accommodate daily commuting is the 
Bustang service that was begun by CDOT in July 2015. As shown in Figure 11, Bustang routes 
take passengers along I-25 between Colorado Springs and Denver, along I-25 between Fort 
Collins and Denver, and along I-70 between Glenwood Springs and Denver. Prior to initiation of 
Bustang, the publicly funded Front Range Express (FREX) provided similar service between 
Colorado Springs and Denver from 2004 to 2012. 
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The 2015 CDOT Statewide 
Transit Plan recommended the 
addition of similar 
Interregional Express Routes to 
connect Denver and Greeley, 
as well as Colorado Springs and 
Pueblo, indicating that these 
are anticipatŜŘ άƻǾer the next 
7 to 12 ȅŜŀǊǎέ ό/5h¢Σ нлмрc). 
 
The same plan recommended 
new or modified regional bus 
service on 26 routes around 
the state, as well as 17 
ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ άŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜέ 
routes. CDOT in 2017 is 
beginning to acquire buses for 
new rural regional service 
currently branded as 
άhǳǘǊƛŘŜǊέ ǊƻǳǘŜǎ (CDOT, 
2017b). New service being 

Figure 10. Existing Intercity Bus Services in Colorado 

 

Figure 11. Intercity CDOT Bustang Service Routes, 
2017 (note: expanding in 2018. See Bustang website) 

 


